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INTRODUCTION AND
BACKGROUND INFORMATION
WHY STUDY TOURIST ATTRACTIONS?
Tourist attractions, both man-made and natural, are
the core components of a region’s tourism product.
Without attractions there is no need for other tourism
services. It would be fair to say that without
attractions, tourism as we know it would not exist.
Despite the clear recognition of the role of tourist
attractions as generators growth, they have remained
what has often been called the “Cinderella”
component of an industry which has traditionally
placed greater emphasis on sectors such as
accommodation, transport and travel retail.
It is generally accepted that attractions are not well
understood. Attraction research has tended to focus
on the characteristics of visitors, with little attention
given to the characteristics of attraction businesses.
This study aims to balance the lack of understanding
of tourist attractions.
WHAT IS THE STUDY ALL ABOUT?
The study examines the characteristics and strategic
planning features of Australian tourist attractions. In
doing so, the research identifies areas of excellence,
as well as opportunities for improvement which will
ultimately enhance the competitive future of Australian
attractions. The research investigates whether tourist
attractions make use of strategic planning, and how
formalised the planning process is.
Knowing about the present characteristics of
attractions provides a starting point from which the
future can be studied. It is therefore necessary to
develop a profile of tourist attraction characteristics
before the planning activities of operators can be
investigated. This information is currently unavailable
and will provide a useful and interesting snapshot of
the attractions sector.
HOW WILL THE RESULTS BE USED?
The outcomes of the project can best be summarised
by the following points:
• The submission of individual papers to
mainstream tourism research journals
• The presentation of findings at tourism industry
and research conferences
• The preparation and distribution of a tourism
industry summary for participants
• The fostering of new linkages between the
attraction sector and James Cook University
• The completion of a PhD thesis detailing the
findings of the project.
WHO IS BEHIND THE RESEARCH?
The Research is being undertaken by Mr. Pierre
Benckendorff. Mr Benckendorff is an Associate
Lecturer and PhD Candidate at James Cook
University in North Queensland.
James Cook University is a leading education and
research institution in the Tourism field. It is the only
Australasian University designated as a member of
the World Tourism Organisation's Global Network of
Education and Training Centres. The Tourism
Program at James Cook University was established
with the support of the Australian Tourism Industry
Association (now Tourism Council Australia) in 1989.
The program publishes Australia's leading
international tourism journal and is the focus for
tourism research in four national cooperative research
centres (CRCs).
STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT
Before the planning activities of attractions can be
evaluated it is necessary to develop a profile of the
sector. Thus the study of Attraction Characteristics
presents descriptive information about tourist
attraction size, age, market characteristics, financial
measures, revenue sources, perceived performance
and the business environment.
The second part of the report develops an overview of
tourist attraction Planning Practices. The third
section of the report briefly summarises the results of
more detailed analysis, which examines the
relationship between attraction characteristics and
planning Practices.
STUDY AIMS
The aims of the study are:
• To examine the broad organisational
characteristics of tourist attractions
• To conduct a preliminary overview of the nature
of strategic planning in the attraction sector.
• To investigate the relationship between
attraction characteristics and formal planning
activities.
DEFINITIONS
The disparate nature of the attractions sector
necessitates the need for a more rigorous definition.
While the value of broader definitions is recognised,
the following definition has been adopted for the
purpose of this study:
A tourist attraction is a permanent resource which
derives all or part of its income from visitors and
which is managed for the primary purpose of
leisure and visitor enjoyment.
This definition expressly excludes temporary
attractions such as events and festivals. It further
excludes attractions such as national parks and
churches which are primarily managed for
preservation or religious purposes. The definition
recognises that attractions can derive income from
visitors through admission charges and/or other
activities such as donations or the sale of related
products.
DATA COLLECTION
A self-administered mail questionnaire was used to
collect information about individual attractions. The
research focussed on Australian tourist attractions in
operation between April 2000 and July 2000.
Databases of tourist attraction contact details for each
state and territory were obtained from various
sources. Contact details for attractions in Queensland,
South Australia, New South Wales, the Australian
Capital Territory and the Northern Territory were
obtained from the Internet. Contact Information for
attractions from Tasmania and Western Australia
were received from direct correspondence with
respective state tourism organisations. Victorian
attraction details were extracted from a
comprehensive tourist directory prepared by the Royal
Automobile Club of Victoria. The complete database
resulted in over 2000 attractions.
The complete database was subjected to a filtering
process to eliminate attractions that were
inappropriate for the study. This filtering process was
necessary because individual state databases varied
in detail and classification of attractions. The filtering
process allowed for a more valid sample and ensured
that the study was conducted in a cost-effective
manner. The types of attractions that were removed
from the database included:
• Non-managed attractions and landscape features
(such as lookouts, parks, gardens, lighthouses
and picnic grounds) - It was highly unlikely that
responses would be received from these
attractions.
• National Parks – National parks are managed by
a central administration in each state and it was
felt that their organisational structure and
responses would introduce statistical irregularities.
• Craft shops, souvenir stores, tearooms and retail
outlets (including retail galleries) - These
operations were, by definition, not considered to
be attractions.
• Markets and Festivals – The temporary and
sporadic nature of markets and festivals excluded
these attractions from the study.
• Wineries – After careful deliberation wineries were
excluded from the sample as they were viewed as
not being representative of most attractions. It was
felt that the large number of wineries in the original
database would have introduced highly irregular
results.
The filtered database resulted in a total sample of
1665 attractions. The distribution by state is
summarised in Table 1. Values for state population,
international visitor numbers and domestic visitor
numbers are also provided as a basis for comparison.
The figures indicate that population size and visitor
numbers are closely related to the number of
attractions each state can support. This provides
support for the argument that the study sample was
accurately represented.
A total of 1665 questionnaires were sent by standard
mail in April 2000. At the conclusion of the study in
July 2000, 429 responses had been received. Of
these 22 were deemed to be invalid. A further 55
(3.3%) questionnaires were returned undelivered,
indicating that 1610 questionnaires reached their
destination. This was a good indication that the
database was largely accurate. The response rate for
the questionnaires that were delivered was 26.7%.
This was within the expected range of 20-30%.
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TOTABLE 1 – State by state comparison of attraction numbers, population and visitor numbers.
Attractions
(2000)
Population
(1999)
International
Visitors (1999)
Overnight Domestic
Visitors (1999)
w South Wales and ACT 441 6 762 900 1 574 378 28 525 000
toria 350 4 741 500 787 189 16 670 000
eensland 254 3 539 500 952 913 16 362 000
stern Australia 246 1 873 800 455 741 5 426 000
uth Australia 168 1 495 800 165 724 6 443 000
mania 155 469 900 82 862 2 047 000
rthern Territory 51 194 300 124 293 991 000
TAL 1665 19 077 700 4 143 100 76 464 000
Sources: Australian Bureau of Statistics (2000), Bureau of Tourism Research (1999)- 2 -
PART 1: TOURIST
ATTRACTION CHARACTERISTICS
1.1 OVERVIEW
The first aim of the study was “…to examine the
broad organisational characteristics of tourist
attractions”. An understanding of attraction
characteristics is imperative to advancing our
understanding of this sector of the tourism industry.
The results are not only central to this study, but
also provide previously unavailable information
about the attraction sector in Australia.
The absence of previous large-scale studies to act
as a basis for comparison has led to the adoption of
an exploratory approach. While the findings for
several attraction characteristics are compared to a
recent Tourism New South Wales report (1999),
analysis is mainly limited to reporting descriptive
statistics. The organisational characteristics
examined include attraction size, income sources,
market characteristics, age, perceived performance
and environmental complexity.
1.2 ATTRACTION TYPE
A large number of attractions (49.6%) responding to
the questionnaire were museums. Figure 1 provides
a more detailed breakdown of responses. The
categories presented are not mutually exclusive.
Respondents were able to select any number of
categories that best described their attraction.
Consequently many museums may have selected
both Museum and Australian Culture and History.
This approach recognises that many attractions are
diversifying to provide tourists with a compelling mix
of entertainment and education and thus cannot be
segregated to a single category.
While the number of museums appears to be
disproportionate to other types of attractions
anecdotal evidence supports the findings. It is not
uncommon to find small museums administered by
historical societies in many Australian towns. Many
typical small Australian towns often boast aLi
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FIGURE 1 – Classification of Australian tourist attractions responding to the study.- 3 -
museum as their only attraction. In comparison a
Tourism New South Wales (1999) study of 100
attractions found that Museums and Historical sites
(18%) were the second most common category
after nature based attractions (27%). In this
instance nature based attractions included
protected areas and other natural attractions. Many
larger regional centres also support art galleries
(12.8%) managed by a local society or shire
council. This compares with 16% for the Tourism
New South Wales Study.
1.3 ATTRACTION SIZE
1.3.1. Visitor Numbers
Attraction attendance is a key measure of the size
and performance of a tourist attraction. As Figure 2
indicates, the study sample consisted of a mix of
small and large attractions. Over 75% of attractions
received less that 50 000 visitors per annum, while
almost 25% received less than 5 000 visitors.
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1.3.3. Financial Size
An assessment of gross revenue, total profit and
the asset value of attractions provide additional
information about the performance of the sector.
Table 2 indicates that an average attraction grossed
$597 239 in the 1998-1999 financial year. From this
an average of $70 072 was taken as profit. The
median values for both gross revenue and total
profit were substantially lower than the mean. As
with other data in the study, this indicates a highly
skewed sample with many smaller, low-income
attractions and a few large attractions with
substantial gross revenue earnings. Due to the
nature of the data the median is clearly a more
accurate measure of central tendency.
The highest gross revenue figure recorded was
over $18 million, while the highest profit was over
$4.6 million. The lowest gross revenue figure was
nil, representing those attractions that do not charge
admission or receive income from any other
sources.Less than 1,000:  40 (12.3%)
1,001 to 5,000:  66 (20.3%)
5,001 to 10,000:  33 (10.1%)10,001 to 25,000:  67 (20.6%)
25,001 to 50,000:  41 (12.6%)
50,001 to 100,000:  40 (12.3%)
100,001 and Over:  39 (12.0%)
FIGURE 2 – Distribution of visitor numbers in Australian attractions- 4 -
n number of visitors for all attractions was
while the median was 15 434. As expected,
ple was heavily skewed toward smaller
s. The smallest attraction received only
tors per year while the largest received
0.
sitor Growth
wth stage of tourist attractions was
d to gain an appreciation of visitor trends in
arts of the sector. Overall 223 attractions
indicated that visitor numbers were
g, while 135 (34.4%) revealed that visitor
 were stagnant. The remaining 35 (8.9%)
s were experiencing declining visitor
. These trends provide a positive outlook
ustralian attraction sector.
A number of attractions also indicated that they
suffered a loss in the financial year, with the most
notable being a $867 000 loss recorded by one
attraction. It should be noted that due to the
sensitive nature of this information a number of
attractions declined to provide financial details.
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ATABLE 2 – Financial measures of tourist attraction size.
Mean ($) Median ($) Min. Max.
ross Revenue 597 239 70 072 0 18 066 181
otal Profit 71 377 4 000 -867 000 4 640 000
sset Value 2 860 713 600 000 2 621 35 000 000he asset value of an attraction also provides an
dication of the attraction’s size. The median value
dicates that the value of an average Australian
ttraction is $600 000.
1.3.4. Employment
The number of workers employed by an attraction is a
good indicator of its size and its ability to survive. The
employment capacity of tourist attractions is
demonstrated by Table 3. Of particular interest is the
high number of volunteers employed by attractions.
The mean number of volunteers per attraction was 15,
with a median of two. The high mean is in part
explained by the fact that the maximum number of
volunteers was 340, which suggests that a few large
attractions with an unusually high number of
volunteers are influencing the results. The large
number of museums in the sample may also account
for a higher than expected number of volunteers as
many museums are managed and staffed by
volunteers from local historical societies.
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Frequently mentioned revenue sources in the ‘other
category included accommodation, functions,
fundraising, membership fees and rental tenant
income. The values presented in Table 4 are relatively
low due to the fact that measures of central tendency
were calculated for all attractions to provide an
accurate representation of revenue sources.
1.4.2. Admission Prices
Visitor admissions were the main source of revenue
V
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PTABLE 3 – Number of employees for all attractions.
Mean Median Min. Max.
olunteers 15.40 2 0 340
asuals 4.30 0 0 71
art time 1.96 0 0 100
ll time 5.15 1 0 400
aid Employees 11.36 3 0 460- 5 -
e results suggest that most attractions are relatively
all, with a mean of 5 full time employees and a
dian of one full time employee. In total, those
actions which responded to the questionnaire
ployed 6,239 volunteers, 1,747 casual
ployees, 793 part time employees and 2,092 full
e employees.
scriptive statistics for ‘paid employees’ is also
vided in Table 3. The number of full time
ployees, part time employees and casual
ployees were combined in this new measure to
ilitate analysis. The number of paid employees
s included as a measure of size as it is a reflection
long-term performance and an attraction’s ability to
vive. The number of volunteers was deliberately
luded from this measure because volunteer
itions require no remuneration and do not
urately reflect the number of employees an
action is able to support financially.
 INCOME CHARACTERISTICS
.1. Revenue Sources
e source of attraction revenue provides a valuable
ight into the pricing structures prevalent in
stralian tourist attractions. Table 4 indicates that
e admissions accounted for the highest mean
centage of revenue, followed by sales of
uvenirs’ and ‘merchandise and food’. These three
rces represent the core income generators for
ny attractions. Notably, local councils, government
nts and donations were also important sources of
enue, mostly due to the high proportion of
seums in the sample.
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sTABLE 4 –Revenue sources (percentage) for all attractions.
Mean Median Min. Max.
Admissions 31.37 20 0 100
Souvenirs/Merchandise 18.48 6 0 100
Food and refreshments 7.78 0 0 95
Local Council 6.84 0 0 100
Government Grants 5.70 0 0 100
Other Sources 4.66 0 0 100
Donations 4.29 0 0 100
Venture Capital 1.80 0 0 100
Investments 0.49 0 0 50
Heritage Trust 0.35 0 0 60
National Parks 0.24 0 0 45
Financial Institutions 0.21 0 0 50or many attractions and warrant further attention.
dmission prices were assessed to gain an
ppreciation of the per unit earning capacity of
ustralian attractions. The mean adult price was
6.01, while the mean admission price per child wasTABLE 5 – Descriptive statistics for attraction admission prices.
Mean ($) Median ($) Min ($) Max ($)
Adult 6.01 5.00 0.5 35
Child 3.50 2.50 0.2 35
Concession 5.11 4.00 0.2 28
Family 18.53 15.00 1 87
Group 4.40 3.50 0.5 23.2
Season pass 35.33 30.00 2 90ound to be $3.50. This reflects a policy by many
ttractions to set children’s prices at 50% of adult
dmission prices. Family admission prices are
enerally three times more than adult prices. Table 5
lso shows the average results for concessions, group
isitors and season passes. Attractions which offered
ree entry are not included in the average values
resented in the table.
.5 MARKET CHARACTERISTICS
.5.1. Duration of Stay
he duration of stay can be influenced by a number of
actors, including the size and number of activities
ffered by an attraction and the location of the
ttraction. The average duration of stay for visitors to
he attractions surveyed was 86.9 minutes, with a
edian of 60 minutes. The duration of stay ranged
rom a minimum of one minute to a maximum of 360
inutes (six hours). In comparison, the Tourism New
outh Wales (1999) study found the median length of
tay for attractions in that state to be 120 minutes.
1.5.2. Market Origin
Table 6 provides a summary of the origin of visitors to
tourist attractions. On average, 38.7% of visitors were
locals, defined as being less than two hours from the
attraction. A further 24.6% of visitors originated from
the same state while 19.0% of visitors were from other
states. International visitors accounted for an average
of 10.9% of all visitors.
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1.6.2. Tenure of Current Management
The average tenure of attraction managers was 11.2
years with a median of 8.5 years. Tenure ranged from
less than one year to 123 years. These figures show
that the tenure of current management is on average
about half of the attraction age. This would suggest
that many attractions have experienced at least one
change of management.
1.7 ATTRACTION PERFORMANCE
1.7.1. Objective measures of performance
A number of objective financial performance ratios
were calculated based on attraction size. These
performance measures were:
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InTABLE 6 – Descriptive statistics for market origin
Mean Median Minimum Maximum
cal 38.65 30 0 100
ate 24.56 20 0 95
tional 19.07 14 0 90
ternational 10.88 5 0 70- 6 -
se findings are similar to Tourism New South
les (1999), which found that in International visitors
ount for 10% of attendance.
3. Market Access
ket access was examined in this instance from a
poral perspective rather than a geographic
pective. The number of open days per week is an
ortant measure of the level of dedication and
urces available to attraction managers. 65.0% of
ctions operate every day of the week. The mean
ber of open days per week was 6.05 days, while
median was 7 days.
4. Group Visitation
up visitation provides a means for many small
ctions to attract business and increase revenue.
 group market, consisting of coaches, tour groups,
ool groups and other special interest groups
ounted for 24.9% of attraction attendance. Once
in this compares favourably with findings from
rism New South Wales (1999), which reported a
e of 23%.
 ATTRACTION AGE
1. Attraction Age
action age can be an important indicator of the
tainability and appeal of an attraction. Two
sures were used to examine the age
racteristics of tourist attractions in Australia. The
rall age of attractions was obtained and this
rmation was supplemented by asking operators to
cate the tenure of current management. The mean
 of attractions in Australia was found to be 20.6
rs, with a median of 15 years. Attraction age
ed from less than one year to 200 years. The age
 positively skewed toward younger attractions,
cating the emergence of a large number of new
ctions in recent years.
1. Profit Ratios
• return on assets
• return on sales
• return per visitor
• return per employee
2. Revenue Ratios
• gross revenue on assets
• gross revenue per visitor
• gross revenue per employee
3. Visitor Ratio
• visitors per employee
Table 7 provides a profile of financial performance
measures for the attraction sector. It is evident that all
of the measures except ROS are positively skewed.
This suggests that a large number of attractions will
perform below the mean values indicated and that the
median would be a better indication of central
tendency. The calculations of performance ratios
account for attraction size (based on asset value,
gross revenue, visitor numbers or paid employee
numbers) and allows for further cross-sectional
analyses between groups of attractions.
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Visitors TABLE 7 – Financial performance measures
Mean Median Min. Max.
n assets (ROA) 0.09 0.02 -0.34 2.00
n sales (ROS) 0.14 0.10 -1.50 1.00
visitor 1.76 0.71 -19.67 30.00
employee 6 036.79 1986.25 -43 500.00 75 833.33
venue on assets 0.72 0.23 0.00 17.14
venue / employee 46 343.71 33 333.33 300.00 250 000.00
venue / visitor 12.31 7.42 0.00 125.00
/ employee 5 390.11 32 25.00 23.68 57 142.86 shows comparative benchmarks for several of
easures calculated. The benchmarks are
d by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (1997).
S provides comparative data in a number of
ss categories, however, the most appropriate
ry for comparison was found to be ‘cultural and
ional services’.
It is apparent that the ROA and ROS ratios for
attractions compare favourably with other
businesses in the cultural and recreational services
category. However, attractions yield a little more
than half the gross revenue per employee when
compared to all cultural and recreational services.
TABLE 8 – Comparison of financial performance benchmarks
Return on
assets
(ROA)
Return
on sales
(ROS)
Gross
revenue /
employee ($)
• Current Study 0.09 0.14 46 344
• All cultural &
recreational services
0.09 0.09 82 000
• Cultural &
recreational services
with 1-4 employees
0.18 0.12 42 000
• All businesses 0.07 0.08 186 000
The value for tourist attractions is similar to cultural
and recreational services employing 1-4 employees.
The gross revenue/employee is much lower for
attractions than for all businesses, perhaps
highlighting the importance of human resources in
the tourism industry. A lack of benchmarks for other
measures employed in this study limits further
comparative analysis.
1.7.2. Subjective measures of performance
Perceived performance is a key measure in
identifying how attraction managers view
themselves in relation to their competitors.
Attraction managers were asked to rate the
performance of their attraction with their competitors
using a set of 10 scales ranging from very good (1)
to very poor (5). The information gathered by
managers is presented in Figure 3 .
The results provide an interesting summary of how
attraction managers view the performance of their
attractions. A majority (86.7%) of managers felt that
the quality of their attraction was either very good or
good in comparison to competitors. 85.1% of
managers also felt that their attraction had a good
relationship with the local community. This indicates
that many attractions have an ability to integrate
themselves with the local community. This is not
always the case with other tourism developments,
particularly in the accommodation sector.
Interestingly many attractions did not rate
themselves highly in terms of the tangible measures
of comparison such as market share (visitor
numbers), total revenue, visitor growth and net
profits. In terms of market share, total revenue and
net profits, a majority of operators rated their
performance as average.
1.8 ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS
The complexity of the environment in which tourist
attractions operate can have a strong influence on
the performance and management Practices
adopted by operators. As noted in the review of
literature, companies that operate in a complex
environment are more inclined to plan than those
organisations that operate in a relatively simple
environment. Attraction managers were asked to
rate the complexity of the business environment by
responding to a set of 10 five point rating scales.
The information gathered by managers is presented
in Figure 4.
The results indicate that more than half (56.7%) of
the attractions surveyed either strongly agreed or
agreed that the business environment is complex.
In contrast just over than half (50.7%) of attraction
managers strongly disagreed, or disagreed that12.2
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FIGURE 3 – Cumulative bar chart of perceived performance- 7 -
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there was a lot of innovation from competitors.
Change emerges as a theme amongst the
statements that received greater agreement from
managers. Changes in the business environment,
new competitors and customer preferences all
appear to contribute to environmental uncertainty.
In contrast, negative statements that deal with the
market outlook for attractions were less likely to
receive agreement. Almost three-quarters (74.1%)
of managers either disagreed or strongly disagreed
that the twelve month outlook or their attraction was
not good. In addition, 69.1% of managers disagreed
or strongly disagreed that the market for the
attraction was declining.
These two measures need to be placed in context
given that the survey was conducted prior to, and
during, the introduction of Australia’s Goods and
Services Tax (GST) and a few months before the
Sydney Olympic Games. Some attractions indicated
that they had a negative outlook for the next 12
months as a result of the GST, while others noted
that the Sydney Olympics created a positive
outlook. Overall, however, these measures suggest
that attractions are reasonably confident about their
short-term future.
19.7
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Actions of competitors are difficult to predict (x=3.16)        
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1. Strongly Agree 2. Agree 3. Impartial 4. Disagree 5. Strongly disagree
FIGURE 4 – Cumulative bar chart of environmental characteristics
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PART 2: ATTRACTION
PLANNING CHARACTERISTICS
2.1 OVERVIEW
The second aim of the study was “to conduct a
preliminary overview of the nature of strategic
planning in the attraction sector.” As with attraction
characteristics, this overview will be exploratory in
nature.
The preceding section dealing with attraction
characteristics and the business environment
provided information about the context element of
planning. The following discussion examines
planning characteristics from the perspective of the
planning process and plan content. The process
characteristics that are examined include the
planning period, planning responsibility, plan
availability, sources of information and planning
assistance. The content elements consist of the
strategies and environmental forces detailed in
tourist attraction plans.
Other characteristics, such as planning
sophistication, reasons for long-term planning and
reasons for not planning are also examined.
2.2 PLANNERS AND NON-PLANNERS
The study identified that 263 (64.6%) attractions
engaged in short-term planning while 221 (54.3%)
engaged in long-term planning. It was encouraging
to find that more than half of the attractions
examined were actively involved in considering and
planning for the future.
2.2.1. Reasons for planning
Central to examining the planning Practices of
tourist attractions, is an understanding of why
attractions engage in long-term planning activities.
Managers were asked to select the reasons for
planning from a list of 15 items derived from
previous studies. The desire to understand where
the attraction is heading seems to be a key
motivator with 84.0% of long-term planners
indicating that planning provides a clearer sense of
vision (Figure 5). A common side effect of planning
is that the process of assessment and strategy
formulation often results in new ideas that may not
otherwise have surfaced. Stimulating new ideas
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FIGURE 5 – Reasons for developing a long-term plan
was cited by 82.5% of managers as the second
most common reason for planning. Not surprisingly,
the goal of long-term planning in improving the long-
term performance of attractions ensured that this
reason was rated third by 82.0% of managers.
Interestingly the improvement of an attraction’s
competitive position was only cited by 38.4% of
attraction managers as a reason for planning. This
would suggest that 61.6% of managers do not view
long-term planning as a tool for outperforming
competitors.
The ‘other’ category received only four responses:
planning was ‘required for funding’ (2), planning
was ‘required by law’ (1), and planning was
conducted as a ‘self disciplinary exercise’ (1). The
first response highlights the fact that some
attractions are coerced into long-term planning in
order to secure funding.
2.2.2. Reasons for not planning
Just as important as the reasons for planning, are
the reasons why non-planners do not plan (see
Figure 6). The two most common reasons for not
planning were: ‘lack of time for planning’ (39.9%)
and ‘the attraction is too small’ (36.2%). This
reinforces the enduring belief that planning is an
activity that is only appropriate for larger
organisations. The third most common reason was
shared between ‘planning is not appropriate for the
attraction’ (30.4%), and a lack of skills for planning
(30.4%). 25.4% of attractions also had the
perception that planning was too expensive. This is
often not the case, as attractions have access to
government resources and assistance at little or no
cost. Several managers (8.0%) indicated that they
did not plan because the attraction was a volunteer
organisation.
2.3 THE PLANNING PROCESS
2.3.1. Planning Period
The median long-term planning period was 5 years,
with the mean being 4.9 years. The minimum
planning period for a long-term plan was 1 year and
maximum was 50 years. Figure 7 provides a
summary of the responses. The results reflect the
common practise of developing long-term plans of
either three or five years as part of the strategic
planning process.
2.3.2. Planning Responsibility
Attraction managers were asked to indicate who
was responsible for long-term planning efforts within
the organisation. The findings indicate that 39.9% of
operators delegate planning to all employees. A
further 39.5% of attractions assign planning
responsibility solely to managers, while 20.6% have
a planning unit that is responsible for planning. The
delegation of planning activities to employees
empowers staff and provides a sense of ownership
of the resulting planning document. This in turn
increases the likelihood of strategies being
accepted and implemented by employees.5.80
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FIGURE 6 – Reasons for not developing a long-term plan- 10 -
2.3.3. Plan Availability
Attraction operators were asked about the availability
of their business plan to determine whether it was
being used solely by management or by other
individuals who have an interest in the attraction. Of
the 221 operators that engaged in long-term planning,
197 (89%) made their planning document available to
managers. Business plans were available to
employees at 151 attractions (68%); to other
stakeholders at 72 attractions (33%); and to the
general public at 55 attractions (25%). 11% of
attractions did not select any categories, indicating
that they either did not make their plans available or
that they declined to answer the question.
2.3.4. Sources of Information
The sources of information used by managers during
the planning process were assessed. The results,
presented in Figure 8, highlights the importance of
primary research, with 82.6% of attractions
undertaking their own research for planning purposes.
Primary research undertaken by the attraction
operator has the benefit of being relatively cost
effective and provides the manager with a greater
degree of control and customisation.
There was also heavy reliance on tourism industry
intelligence. Interestingly competitor information, such
as annual reports and promotional material was used
by 67.9% of attractions. This appears at odds with the
findings for plan content (see section 2.4.2), which
indicate that many attractions do not include
competitor trends in their business plan. Many
attraction managers are using information from
competitors as a consideration in the planning
process, but are not identifying competitor trends in
their business plans.
Educational institutions (30.6%) and consultants
(26.9%) were the least common sources of
information for the planning process. Information
sources such as industry intelligence, competition,
mass media and government information are freely
available. Information from education institutions and
consultants is more difficult to access and in the case5 Years:  102 (48.1%)
4 Years:  5 (2.4%)
3 Years:  63 (29.7%)
6 Years:  2 (0.9%)
7 Years:  1 (0.5%)
10 Years:  15 (7.1%)
More than 10 years:  4 (1.9%)
1 Year:  5 (2.4%)
2 Years:  15 (7.1.0%)
FIGURE 7 – Length of period covered by long-term plans
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FIGURE 8– Information sources used by tourist attraction planners- 11 -
of consultants, information may be too costly for
smaller attractions. The mode for the number of
information sources selected was three, indicating that
attractions commonly use this number of information
sources when searching for information about
competitors, customers and the general environment.
2.3.5. Planning Assistance
The level of outside assistance in the planning
process can impact on the outcome of planning
strategies and the quality of the business plan. It is
therefore pertinent to assess whether attractions
received assistance during the planning process as
well as the source of assistance. The results indicated
that 98 attractions (45.0%) received outside
assistance during the planning process, while 7
managers (3.2%) indicated that they were not sure
whether they received assistance.
Consultants (59.2%) were by far the most common
source of assistance, followed by Marketing Firms
(31.6%), Accountants (23.5%), Educational
Institutions (22.5%) and Lawyers (4.1%). Consultants
have the capability to assist with every aspect of the
planning process. The reliance on consultants may
suggest a general lack of planning expertise. The
‘other’ category (14.3%) included a variety of sources,
including government assistance, small business
development units and museum agencies.
2.4 PLAN CONTENT
Plan content was examined by questioning operators
about the strategies and environmental forces detailed
in their plans.
2.4.1. Strategies
Strategy content options included operational
strategies, budgets and financial strategies, sales and
marketing strategies, research and product
development strategies and human resources
strategies. As Figure 9 indicates, operational
strategies featured prominently in 86.6% of business
plans. This indicates a focus on the day-to-day
operations of the attraction. Financial and marketing
strategies were also prominent in attraction business
plans. A disturbing aspect is the fact that just over half
(56.2%) of attractions included human resources
strategies in their business plans. It was expected that
human resource strategies would rate more highly to
counter the prevalence of high turnover in the tourism
industry. The mode for the number of strategy content
options selected was five, suggesting that attractions
most commonly include all items in their long-term
plan.
2.4.2. Environmental Forces
An assessment of environmental forces and their
impact on the attraction should feature in the business
plan. The questionnaire assessed the presence of five
distinct environmental forces: market trends, social
and cultural trends, economic and political trends,
technological trends and competitor trends. Market
trends and social/cultural trends both rated highly and
were included in 77.3% and 76.3% of plans
respectively. Disappointingly, technological and
competitor trends were included in comparatively few
plans. It is unfortunate that 57.0% of Australian
attractions are not assessing the opportunities offered
by new advances in technology. Furthermore, it was
somewhat surprising that 63.3% of attractions did not36.71
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FIGURE 9 – Planning strategies and environmental forces included in long-term plans- 12 -
examine competitor trends in their business plans.
The mode for the number of environmental forces
selected by attractions was two, suggesting that there
is scope to optimise long-term plans by considering
the impact of additional environmental forces.
2.5 PLANNING SOPHISTICATION
Planning sophistication was measured by
investigating the planning activities undertaken by
attractions during the planning process. The results
are summarised in Table 9.
The results indicate that most attraction managers
establish a mission or vision and a set of long and
short-term goals as part of the long-term planning
process. It was interesting to note that less than half
(48.9%) of all long-term attraction planners stated
that management actions were based on formal
plans rather than on intuition. This indicates that
51.1% of managers are guided by intuition rather
than their business plan when undertaking
management tasks.
Planning sophistication was further investigated by
assigning one point to an attraction for each activity
that was selected. The assumption is that
attractions which undertake more of the planning
activities listed in Table 10 are more sophisticated
in their planning approach. A score of nil was
assigned to those attractions that did not have a
long-term plan.
The median level of planning sophistication for all
attractions taking part in the study was 4. While the
percentage of attractions at level four is quite small,
the median is heavily influenced by the large
percentage (45.7%) of attractions that did not have
a long-term plan. Attractions that did undertake
long-term planning (ie: a sophistication score of 1 to
11), had a combined median score of eight. 36.4%
of attractions received sophistication scores between
6 and 9. These figures indicate that while the
attraction sector as a whole is not sophisticated in its
approach to planning, those attractions that do plan
are reasonably sophisticated.
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PART 3: RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN ATTRACTION
CHARACTERISTICS AND PLANNING
3.1 OVERVIEW
The third aim of the study was “to investigate the
relationship between attraction characteristics and
formal planning activities.” This involves combining
the results from the preceding two aims in order to
examine underlying patterns. The core approach
to meeting the third aim involves the identification
of attraction and environmental characteristics that
differ between short-term planners, long-term
planners and non-planners. Consequently four
mutually exclusive planning levels were assessed
based on the diagram in Figure 11.
Each level ind
and formality
signifies the 
signifies the h
The characteristics that will be examined are grouped
into six main categories: attraction size, revenue
sources, market characteristics, age, perceived
performance and the business environment.
3.2 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
A rigorous analysis of the relationship between
attraction characteristics and the level of planning
provides fresh insights into how planning can alter
tourist attractions. The findings support the general
notion that larger attractions are more likely to engage
in planning (see Table 10).
There are a number differences between tourist
attractions based on the level of planning undertaken.
Some of these differences are due to the underlying
influence of attraction size. However, a number of
differences appear to be the result of planning
activities. Generally the results indicate that attractions
engaging in planning activities have more desirable
traits than attractions which do not plan. Specifically,
short-term planning alone could lead to more
desirable traits, while long-term planning further
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mTABLE 10 – Summary of the relationship between attraction characteristics and planning
Significant Differences
Larger attractions are associated with an increased level of planning.
Revenue Sources
Planners receive significantly more revenue from food and refreshments than non-planners.
Admission
Planners have higher admission prices for key admission categories (adult, child, concession and
family)
s
Length of Stay
A longer length of stay is associated with higher levels of planning
 Market Access
A higher number of open days is associated with higher levels of planning
ent Age - No differences
Tenure - Managers who engage in long-term planning alone have the longest tenure (14.6 years),
while managers who engage in both short-term and long term planning have the lowest tenure (9.6
years). Non-planners have a tenure of 11.6 years.
Objective Measures of Performance
A higher level of planning is associated with more gross revenue per employee
Subjective Measures of Performance
Planners have a more positive perception of growth than non-planners
Attractions in planning levels 3 and 4 are more confident in their short-term outlook.- 14 -
